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November  29,  1994 


RE:    PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  WATERFRONT  LAND  USE  PLAN        DEC     1  1994 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  is  conducting 
a  public  scoping  meeting  regarding  the  scope  of  work  for  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  Waterfront 
Land  Use  Plan  Envifonmenta44m|i^ct  Report  (Waterfront  Plan  EIR).  This  meeting  will  be  on 
Wednesday,  December  14,  1994  au4:00  p.m.  in  the  Ferry  Building,  The  Embarcadero  at 
Market  Street,  San  Francisco.  Signs  will  direct  you  to  the  meeting  room. 

The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  is  being  prepared  by  Port  staff  through  a  public  planning 
process  that  began  in  1991.  The  Plan,  when  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission,  will  provide 
land  use  policy  for  all  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  extending 
from  the  Hyde  Street  Pier  at  the  north  end  of  Fisherman's  Wharf  to  India  Basin,  about  7.5 
miles.  A  November  4,  1994  Revised  Plan  may  be  obtained  from  the  Port  by  calling  the 
Waterfront  Plan  Hotline  at  (415)  274-0354. 

The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide  information  about  potential  significant  physical 
environmental  effects  of  future  activity  or  development  that  could  occur  under  the  Waterfront 
Plan,  identify  possible  ways  to  minimize  the  significant  effects,  and  describe  reasonable 
alternatives  that  cover  the  range  of  possible  future  physical  changes  to  Port  lands. 

At  the  scoping  meeting,  interested  parties  will  be  invited  to  comment  on  the  alternatives 
proposed  for  analysis  and  any  other  information  that  should  be  in  the  EIR.  You  are  invited  to 
attend  the  scoping  meeting;  however,  attendance  at  the  meeting  is  not  necessary  to  make 
your  views  known  on  these  matters.  Until  January  14,  1995,  you  may  write  Paul  Deutsch  at 
the  Planning  Department,  or  phone  him  at  (415)  558-6383,  to  express  your  views  on  what  the 
EIR  should  include.  (If  you  have  views  about  the  Waterfront  Plan  itself,  you  should  phone  the 
Port  directly  at  274-0354.)   Your  views  will  be  considered  equally  whether  you  express  them 
at  the  scoping  meeting,  in  writing,  or  by  phone. 

Please  contact  Paul  Deutsch  at  558-6383  if  you  wish  further  information. 
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DEC    1  1994 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DATE  OF  THIS  NOTIC&^NQVEMBER  29,  1994 


LEAD  AGENCY:  Planning  Department-City  &  County  of  S.F.      1660  Mission  Street,  4th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
AGENCY  CONTACT  PERSON:  Paul  Deutsch  Telephone:  (415)  558-6383 


PROJECT  TITLE:  94.1 55E  -  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan 

SPONSOR:       San  Francisco  Port  Commission,  Port  of  San  Francisco 

PROJECT  CONTACT  PERSON:  Kari  Kilstrom,  Port  of  San  Francisco  274-0536 


PROJECT  ADDRESS:    All  lands  under  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  including  the  San 

Francisco  waterfront  from  Hyde  Street  Harbor  on  the  north  to  India  Basin  on 
the  south. 

ASSESSORS  BLOCK  &  LOT:  Various. 
CITY  AND  COUNTY:         San  Francisco 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  proposes  land  use  policy  for  all  lands  under 
Port  jurisdiction,  encompassing  about  7.5  miles  of  waterfront.  The  Plan  specifies  land  use  policies  and 
acceptable  and  unacceptable  land  uses.  Refer  to  attached  materials  for  more  details. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of 
the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect), 
15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Sigificance).  The  Environmental  Impact  Report  will  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Potential  environmental  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  to  be  evaluated  in  the  EIR  are  listed  in  the  attached  materials. 


Deadline  for  filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission:  December  12. 
1994.  An  appeal  requires:  (1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  (2)  a  $206  filing  fee. 

The  public  is  invited  to  comment  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR.  Such  comments  must  be  received  by 
January  14,  1995  to  ensure  consideration  in  preparing  the  Draft  EIR. 

Barbara  W.  Sahm 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
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94.155E:  WATERFRONT  LAND  USE  PLAN  EIR 


TNTRODUCTION  AND  SETTING 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  (Port)  is  developing  a  land  use  plan  (the  "Waterfront  Plan")  for  the 
entire  area  under  its  jurisdiction,  which  extends  for  approximately  7.5  miles,  generally  from  the 
Hyde  Street  Pier  to  India  Basin.  Mandated  by  the  passage  in  1990  of  Proposition  H,  the 
Waterfront  Plan  would  guide  use  and  development  of  Port  lands  into  the  next  century.  A  draft 
Waterfront  Plan  was  prepared  by  a  Waterfront  Plan  Advisory  Board  (the  "Advisory  Board"), 
created  by  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  through  a  public  planning  process  that  began  in 
1991.  The  Advisory  Board's  draft  Waterfront  Plan  was  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  in 
July  1994.  Port  staff,  while  supporting  the  majority  of  the  Advisory  Board's  recommendations, 
proposed  some  revisions  for  Port  Conmiission  review,  as  contained  in  a  "revised  Draft 
Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan"  dated  November  4, 1994.  The  Port  Commission  may  elect  to 
incorporate  these  and  other  revisions  and,  following  public  meetings,  will  designate  a  preferred 
Plan  which  will  be  the  basis  for  an  environmental  impact  report  (EIR)  analysis.  (If  you  wish  to 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  Plan  or  be  advised  of  the  Port  Commission's  hearings  on  the  Plan,  please  call 
the  Port's  Waterfront  Plan  hotline  at  [415]  274-0354.) 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  is  preparing  an  EIR 
for  the  Waterfront  Plan.  Following  completion  and  certification  of  the  EIR  by  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission,  the  Waterfront  Plan  would  be  considered  for  adoption  by  the  Port 
Commission.  The  Planning  Commission  will  consider  action  on  proposed  conforming 
amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  City  Planning  Code.  The  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  would  also  review  and  act  on  aU  Plaiming  Code  amendments.  The  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  will  be  asked  to  take  appropriate  action  on 
amendments  to  plans  and  policies  under  its  jurisdiction. 

The  Waterfront  Plan  area  encompasses  both  piers  and  shoreside  properties  that  are  referred  to  as 
"seawall  lots."  The  total  area  involved,  including  existing  piers  but  excluding  sfreets  and  public 
right-of-ways,  is  approximately  620  acres.  As  of  AprO  1994,  the  Port  leased  about 
21.8  million  sq.  ft.  of  commercial  and  maritime  space;  another  1.5  million  sq.  ft.  was  available 
for  lease.  Existing  development  within  Port  jurisdiction  includes  a  variety  of  maritime, 
indusfrial,  warehousing,  retail,  commercial  and  office  uses,  and  public  access,  as  well  as  parking 
and  some  residential  use.  Figure  1  shows  the  plan  area. 

Existing  uses  in  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  include  a  mix  of  commercial  fishing  and  tourist- 
oriented  retail  stores,  restaurants,  and  excursion  boats,  along  with  parking  and  some  offices.  The 
San  Francisco  Maritime  National  Historic  Park  (Maritime  Museum  and  Hyde  Street  Pier)  is  also 
located  here.  Along  the  Northeast  Waterfront,  Port  properties  are  leased  for  office  use  and 
restaurants.  Existing  maritime  activity  includes  a  newsprint  terminal,  cargo  warehouses,  the 
San  Francisco  foreign  frade  zone,  the  City's  cruise  ship  terminal,  and  excursion  boats.  The  area 
on  either  side  of  and  including  the  Ferry  Building  is  largely  devoted  to  ferry  operations  and 
offices  and  restaurants.  Port  property  south  of  the  Ferry  Building  is  occupied  by  a  number  of 
residential  complexes  with  associated  retail  and  a  marina  in  the  South  Beach  area.  Maritime 
activities  south  of  China  Basin  Channel  include  ship  repair  and  tug  and  tow  operations,  along 
with  some  bulk  cargo  shipping  at  Pier  50.  The  majority  of  the  Port's  shipping  activities 
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occur  on  the  Southern  Waterfront,  south  of  Mariposa  Street  This  is  the  location  of  the  Port's  two 
container  terminals,  only  one  of  which  is  currently  in  operation.  This  area  also  includes  dry  and 
liquid  bulk  shipping  terminals  and  ship  repair. 

Development  projects  currently  under  way  or  scheduled  include  the  Embarcadero  Roadway  and 
streetcar  line  construction,  an  aquarium  at  Pier  39,  reconstruction  of  the  fish  processing  area  at 
Pier  45,  and  seismic  repair  and  upgrading  of  the  Ferry  Building. 

WATERFRONT  LAND  USE  PLAN  AND  REGULATORY  ENVIRONMENT 

The  Draft  Waterfront  Plan  provides  for  a  variety  of  land  uses  in  each  of  five  subareas,  which 
include  piers  and  adjacent  seawall  lots.  The  subareas  and  their  boundaries  are: 

Fisherman's  Wharf  -  Hyde  Street  Pier  to  Pier  35Vi  (inclusive) 
Northeast  Waterfront  -  Pier  35  to  Pier  7 

Ferry  Building  -  Pier  5  to  Promenade  south  of  the  Ferry  Building 
South  Beach/China  Basin  -  Pier  22Vi  to  Mariposa  Street  (Pier  66) 
Southern  Waterfront  -  Piers  68-70  to  India  Basin 

The  Draft  Waterfront  Plan  generally  does  not  designate  a  specific  land  use  at  each  pier  or  seawaU 
lot.  Rather,  the  Plan  would  allow  for  flexibility  in  both  land  use  and  density  of  development 
within  a  range  of  acceptable  uses  for  each  site.  The  Draft  Waterfront  Plan  includes  a  matrix  of 
such  acceptable  and  unacceptable  uses  for  each  site,  grouped  by  subarea.  Within  each  subarea, 
the  precise  locations  of  most  uses  would  be  determined  in  the  future  (as  individual  projects  are 
proposed).  Certain  major  land  uses,  such  as  a  cruise  terminal,  sports  arena,  or  container  shipping 
terminal,  are  necessarily  limited  by  their  footprint  and/or  capital  investment  requirements  to  a 
few  particular  sites.  Other  potential  uses,  such  as  retail  stores,  housing,  ferry  and  water  taxi 
terminals,  and  hotels,  permit  more  flexibility  in  siting  (although  they  may  be  limited  by 
regulatory  consfraints).  The  Plan  also  includes  goals,  policies  and  objectives  intended  to  assist 
future  land  use  decisions  by  the  Port  Commission. 

The  Waterfront  Plan  would  provide  the  basis  for  approval  of  future  individual  development 
projects,  but  would  not  in  itself  grant  development  approvals.  Likewise,  the  Waterfront  Plan  EIR 
will  analyze  the  overall  effects  of  implementation  of  the  Plan,  but  will  not  necessarily  serve  as 
further  site-specific  environmental  review  of  specific  development  proposals. 

The  Draft  Waterfront  Plan  does  not  propose  any  changes  in  existing  building  height  or  bulk 
limits  except  for  a  potential  sports  arena  facility  at  China  Basin,  where  the  Plan  calls  for  an 
increase  in  the  allowable  height  limit.  Most  pierside  and  seawall  development  would  continue  to 
be  restricted  to  a  maximum  height  of  40  feet. 

In  addition  to  the  Waterfront  Plan,  future  use  and  development  of  the  Port  will  be  guided  by  legal 
and  regulatory  parameters.  While  the  Port  Commission  exercises  autiiority  over  lands  under  its 
jurisdiction,  the  Commission  holds  most  of  the  lands  within  its  jurisdiction  in  trust  for  the  people 
of  California.  Because  of  the  responsibility  to  uphold  this  "public  trust,"  the  Port  generally  can 
permit  on  these  properties  only  activities  involving  navigation,  water-related  commerce,  fishing, 
public  recreation  and  open  space,  commercial  development  that  encourages  people  to  use  and 
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enjoy  the  waterfront,  and  natural  resource  protection.  The  State  Lands  Commission  (SLC)  has 
jurisdiction  and  oversight  control  over  the  development  of  public  lands  belonging  to  the  State  of 
California,  including  Port  lands  in  San  Francisco,  and  exercises  authority  by  determining 
acceptable  public  trust  uses. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  regulates  all 
development  in  San  Francisco  Bay  and  within  100  feet  of  the  shoreline,  including  development 
on  piers,  through  policies  contained  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan,  the  San  Francisco  Special 
Area  Plan  and  the  San  Francisco  Pier  7-24  Total  Design  Plan.  BCDC  regulations  (as  well  as 
State  Lands  Commission  interpretations)  prohibit  non-water-dependent  uses  such  as  housing  and 
offices  on  bay  fill,  and  thus  those  uses  could  not  be  placed  on  piers  if  substantial  pier 
rehabilitation  were  required  because  material  for  that  purpose  is  considered  new  bay  fill.  BCDC, 
in  a  joint  effort  with  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  is  responsible  for  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Seaport  Plan,  which  establishes  policies  and  designates  areas  throughout  the 
region,  including  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  that  should  be  continued  for  current  or  reserved  for 
future  use  as  marine  terminals  and  maritime  operations.  The  Seaport  Plan,  currentiy  undergoing 
revision,  calls  for  certain  properties  at  the  Port  to  be  reserved  for  maritime  use.  Finally,  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  City  Planning  Code,  and  Zoning  Map  contain  policies  and 
regulations  to  guide  development  along  the  waterfront. 

WATERFRONT  PLAN  ALTERNATIVES  TO  BE  ANALYZED  IN  THE  EIR 

Because  the  "project"  to  be  analyzed  in  the  environmental  impact  report  (EIR)  is  a  plan,  and  not  a 
single  development  proposal,  and  because  the  Draft  Waterfront  Plan  contains  an  array  of 
potential  land  uses  for  each  subarea,  the  challenge  for  the  EIR  is  to  adequately  cover  the 
numerous  potential  "future  waterfront"  outcomes.  To  address  this  issue,  the  EIR  will  analyze 
three  alternatives  at  an  equal  level  of  detail:  two  development  scenarios  and  a  so-called  "no 
project"  scenario.  These  alternatives  have  been  defined  in  such  a  way  as  to  bracket  the  potential 
range  of  uses  and  the  resulting  environmental  impacts.  (The  EIR  will  also  analyze  up  to  four 
"variants"  of  the  alternatives  at  a  lesser  level  of  detail;  two  variants  have  been  defined  to  date.) 
The  No  Project  Alternative  and  each  of  the  two  development  alternatives  are  based  on  a  series  of 
assumptions  devised  by  Port  and  Planning  Department  staff,  along  witii  the  EIR  consultant  team, 
to  reflect  potential  future  conditions  with  respect  to  economic  development,  the  Port's 
responsibilities  under  the  public  trust,  policies  in  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  BCDC 
regulations,  the  updated  Seaport  Plan,  and  otiier  influencing  factors  or  constraints.  Those 
assumptions,  reflecting  the  current  thinking  of  the  EIR  team,  are  discussed  later. 

The  three  EIR  alternatives,  including  the  No  Project  Alternative,  generally  represent  a 
progression  from  minimum  to  maximum  new  development  and  activity  level.  Under  all  three 
alternatives,  many  of  the  existing  waterfront  uses  would  remain.  All  alternatives  would  include 
the  projects  described  above  as  under  way  or  scheduled,  including  the  Embarcadero  Roadway 
and  sti-eetcar  line,  an  aquarium  already  approved  for  Pier  39,  a  fish  processing  center  at  Pier  45, 
and  seismic  repair  and  upgrading  of  the  Ferry  Building.  The  alternatives  assume  tiiat  Plan 
objectives  for  non-industrial  water-dependent  uses,  including  fishing,  cruise  ships,  excursion 
boats,  ferries,  recreational  boating,  tugboats  and  water  taxis  are  achieved  to  varying  degrees  at 
various  locations.  The  alternatives  vary  the  mix  and  location  of  these  non-industiial  as  well  as 
industrial  maritime  uses  (and  other  uses)  to  highlight  potential  adverse  effects  on  the 
environment  that  could  result  from  the  policies  contained  in  the  Waterfront  Plan. 
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Based  on  preliminary  estimates  of  the  level  of  use  that  could  reasonably  occur  within  each 
subarea  by  the  EIR  analysis  year  of  2010,  the  No  Project  Alternative  would  add  to  Port  lands 
about  23,000  sq.  ft.  of  local-serving  retail  activity  and  about  115,000  sq.  ft.  of  visitor-serving  and 
specialty  retail  activity.  It  would  include  about  139,000  sq.  ft.  of  new  office/research  and 
development  (R&D)  space,  140,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industrial  space,  125  hotel  rooms  (all  on 
seawall  lots),  75  residential  units,  and  about  79,000  sq.  ft.  of  assembly  and 
entertainment/recreation  uses.^  Under  this  alternative,  all  container  shipping  activity  would  be 
consolidated  at  Piers  94-96,  with  a  small  increase  in  activity;  the  North  Container  Terminal 
(Pier  80)  would  be  occupied  by  interim  industrial  uses.  Dry  and  liquid  bulk  shipping  would 
continue  at  Piers  90-92.  Ship  repair  operations  would  be  consolidated,  and  lands  available  for 
maritime  support  activities  would  be  underutilized. 

Alternative  A  would  generally  represent  a  moderate-development  scenario,  but  with  an  emphasis 
on  residential  development  and  local-serving  businesses,  and  on  interim  uses  (such  as  light 
industrial).  It  would  add,  by  2010,  about  104,000  sq.  ft.  of  local-serving  retail  activity,  about 
130,000  sq.  ft.  of  regional  retail  activity,  and  about  295,000  sq.  ft.  of  visitor-serving  and 
specialty  retail  activity.  Alternative  A  would  include  about  121,000  sq.  ft.  of  new  office/R&D 
space,  1,345,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industrial  space  (most  of  which  would  be  interim  uses  south  of 
China  Basin),  535  residential  units,  and  about  309,000  sq.  ft.  of  assembly  and 
entertainment/recreation  uses.  Alternative  A  would  not  include  any  hotel  development.  Under 
this  alternative,  all  container  shipping  activity  would  be  consolidated  at  Piers  94-96,  with  a  small 
increase  in  activity,  as  with  the  No  Project  Alternative.  Alternative  A  would  include  bulk 
shipping  at  Pier  80  and  dry  and  liquid  bulk  shipping  at  Piers  90-92.  Ship  repair  operations  would 
occur  generally  as  they  do  today,  and  additional  maritime  support  activities  would  occur  along 
the  southern  waterfront. 

Alternative  B  would  encompass  the  greatest  level  of  new  development  and  improvements  to 
Port  facilities.  It  would  add,  by  2010,  about  39,000  sq.  ft  of  local-serving  retail  activity,  about 
170,000  sq.  ft.  of  regional  retail  activity,  and  about  393,000  sq.  ft.  of  visitor-serving  and 
specialty  retail  activity.  Alternative  B  would  include  about  527,000  sq.  ft  of  new  office/R&D 
space,  about  380,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industrial  space,  about  85,000  sq.  ft.  of  general  industry 
space,  1,100  hotel  rooms  (all  on  seawall  lots),  and  about  1,222,000  sq.  ft.  of  assembly  and 
entertainment/recreation  uses.  Alternative  B  would  not  include  any  residential  development. 
Under  this  alternative,  all  container  shipping  activity  would  be  consolidated  at  Piers  94-96,  with 
volumes  increasing  to  a  level  generally  consistent  with  the  total  activity  envisioned  (to  date)  in 
the  Seaport  Plan  update.  Break  bulk,  neo-bulk,  dry  bulk  and  liquid  bulk  shipping  would  occur  at 
marine  terminals  in  the  South  Beach/China  Basin  and  Southern  subareas  (Pier  48,  Pier  50, 
Piers  68-70,  Pier  80,  and  Piers  90-92).  Levels  of  activity  at  the  terminals  would  be  generally 
consistent  with  the  capabilities  identified  (to  date)  in  the  Seaport  Plan  update.  Ship  repair 
operations  would  continue,  and  maritime  support  activities  would  occur  at  a  number  of  locations 
south  of  China  Basin. 

None  of  the  alternatives  proposes  the  following  uses  on  piers:  hotels,  residential  development,  or 
general  office  space;  where  those  uses  are  proposed,  they  are  proposed  for  seawall  lots.  Office 
use  is  proposed  at  the  Ferry  Building  and  Agriculture  Building  and  certain  other  historic  or 


Assembly  and  entertainment/recreation  could  include  such  uses  as  auditoriums,  cinema/live  theaters, 
museums,  amusement  parks,  conference/exhibition  halls,  and  public  recreation  facilities. 
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bulkhead  or  pierhead  buildings.  Generally,  the  greatest  amount  of  new  non- water-dependent 
development  would  occur  in  the  Ferry  Building  subarea  with  the  No  Project  Alternative;  the 
greatest  amounts  of  new  development  would  occur  in  the  Southern,  South  Beach/China  Basin 
(north  of  China  Basin  Channel),  and  Northeast  subareas  with  Alternative  A;  and  the  Northeast 
Waterfront  would  experience  the  greatest  amount  of  new  non-water-dependent  development 
under  Alternative  B.  Increased  industrial  maritime  activity  under  Alternative  B  would  be 
concentrated  in  the  South  Beach/China  Basin  and  Southern  Waterfront  subareas. 

The  variants  to  EIR  alternatives  identified  to  date  are  (1)  potential  development  of  a  sports  arena 
near  the  foot  of  Berry  Street,  as  a  variant  to  Alternative  B ;  and  (2)  removal  of  certain  piers  that 
would  be  surplus  to  needs  of  maritime  uses,  with  the  resulting  bay  frontage  to  be  reserved  as 
open  space,  as  a  variant  to  Alternative  A. 

ASSUMPTIONS  USED  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  EIR  ALTERNATIVES 

The  regulatory  environment  in  which  the  Port  operates  necessarily  constrains  the  range  of 
alternative  outcomes  that  might  occur,  so  that  the  EIR  must  start  with  a  narrower  range  of 
alternatives  than  it  might  without  such  constraints.  Additionally,  because  it  is  not  possible  to 
predict  all  future  physical  changes  that  could  occur  under  the  Waterfront  Plan,  the  alternatives  are 
theoretical,  and  represent  certain  sets  of  assumptions.  Neither  of  the  development  alternatives  (A 
and  B)  is  necessarily  indicative  of  an  actual  outcome;  rather,  these  alternatives  are  designed  to 
represent  a  range  of  future  physical  changes,  all  of  which  are  possible  under  the  Plan,  so  that  the 
EIR  can  cover  a  broad  range  of  development  and  activities.  This  approach  is  intended  to  provide 
the  public  and  decision-makers  with  an  understanding  of  the  relationships  between  various  uses, 
related  environmental  impacts,  and  possible  mitigation  measures  or  Plan  revisions  to  reduce 
impacts.  The  adopted  Waterfront  Plan  and  its  resulting  physical  effects  would  likely  be  some 
combination  of  Alternatives  A  and  B,  and  the  adopted  Plan  might  have  other  components  that 
would  fall  within  the  range  of  impacts  analyzed.  The  EIR  team  intends  that  the  alternatives  and 
variants  described,  plus  those  that  may  be  added  as  a  result  of  the  public  scoping  process,  will 
satisfy  CEQA  requirements  for  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  focusing  on  reducing  or 
eliminating  physical  environmental  impacts.  As  this  broad  range  of  alternatives  is  possible  under 
the  flexibility  provided  by  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  the  EIR  is  not  anticipated  to  evaluate 
alternative  Plans. 

Alternatives  A  and  B  assume  that  a  Waterfront  Plan  is  approved  by  the  Port  Commission,  in 
compliance  with  Proposition  H,  while  the  No  Project  Alternative  assumes  that  the  Waterfront 
Plan  is  not  adopted,  and  that  development  decisions,  subject  to  existing  regulations,  occur  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 

A  single  cumulative  future  regional  setting  (job  growth,  housing,  population,  traffic, 
development,  etc.)  for  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  will  be  assumed  for  all  three  alternatives; 
the  different  levels  of  development  in  Port  areas  for  each  of  the  three  alternatives  assume 
differing  waterfront  shares  of  regional  development  changes.  For  the  No  Project  Alternative,  the 
waterfront's  share  of  regional  economic  activity  remains  constant  or  decreases  over  time. 
Alternative  A  assumes  that  the  waterfront's  share  of  regional  economic  activity  increases,  with 
the  emphasis  on  smaller  scale,  interim  uses,  or  local-serving  activity.  Alternative  B  assumes  tlie 
largest  increase  in  waterfront  economic  activity,  with  the  emphasis  on  visitor  attractions  and 
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commercial/recreation  activity.  Each  of  these  scenarios  implies  other  assumptions:  that  under 
the  No  Project  Alternative,  Port  properties  would  continue  to  deteriorate  due  to  inadequate 
maintenance,  as  at  present  Alternative  A  would  result  in  limited  additional  revenue  for 
maintenance,  but  some  piers  would  deteriorate  in  the  long  term.  Only  Alternative  B  would 
generate  sufficient  revenue  to  maintain  and  improve  any  and  all  of  the  piers  that  the  Port  may 
wish  to  make  available  for  continued  use  or  reuse. 

Alternative  A  would  focus  on  adaptive  reuse  of  Port  properties,  rather  than  wholesale  changes  in 
facilities,  and  achievement  of  some  public  trust  objectives  would  likely  be  financially  infeasible. 
Alternative  B  would  result  in  more  intensive  development  on  seawall  lots  that  would,  in  turn, 
allow  for  maximum  achievement  of  public  trust  objectives  on  the  Port's  waterside  properties. 
The  No  Project  Alternative  would  result  in  a  less  comprehensive  approach  to  development,  with 
an  emphasis  on  interim  uses  that  could  hinder  the  Port's  ability  to  achieve  long-term  pubfic  trust 
objectives.  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  each  require  amendment  of  State  Lands  Commission 
policies  governing  interim  uses  to  permit  some  interim  uses  proposed.  In  the  No  Project 
Alternative,  no  such  change  is  assumed,  and  interim  uses  would  be  limited  to  five  years  or  less, 
as  at  present. 

Alternatives  A  and  B  would  each  necessitate  some  changes  to  existing  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission  (BCDC)  regulations.  Alternative  A  would  reflect  current  BCDC 
policy  that  replacement  fill  (in  this  case,  piers)  be  no  more  than  50  percent  of  what  was  removed. 
Rules  would  change  to  permit  accessory  commercial  uses  and  relaxed  public  access  requirements 
for  interim  uses.  Alternative  B  would  permit  more  than  50  percent  replacement  fill,  would  seek 
consistency  with  the  State  Lands  Commission  with  regard  to  allowable  uses  (e.g.  maritime 
offices  and  accessory  parking),  and  would  seek  to  extend  exemptions  for  the  Ferry  and 
Agriculture  buildings  to  other  historic  buildings  to  allow  limited  non-water-oriented  uses  such  as 
small  offices.  The  No  Project  Alternative  would  result  in  development  that  reflects  existing 
BCDC  requirements. 

Both  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  incorporate  the  Waterfront  Plan  as  part  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan;  each  plan  would  be  amended  for  consistency  with  the  other.  The  No  Project 
Alternative  would  generally  result  in  development  consistent  with  the  current  Master  Plan.  Botii 
Alternatives  A  and  B  would  require  changes  in  the  City  Planning  Code  consistent  with  the  land 
use  designations  and  to  permit  required  parking  to  be  provided  at  a  greater  distance  from  the 
primary  use;  the  No  Project  Alternative  would  include  no  such  assumption. 

The  overall  level  of  industrial  maritime  (shipping,  ship  repair,  and  related  activities)  activity 
within  the  Bay  Area  is  expected  to  be  driven  by  global  and  national  economic  considerations 
beyond  the  Port's  control.  Some  of  the  ability  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  to  capture  a  larger 
share  of  Bay  maritime  activity  is  also  outside  of  the  Port's  control,  including  such  factors  as 
overall  shipping  activity  and  tiie  logistical  and  cost  advantages  of  the  Port  of  Oakland  and  oUier 
competing  Bay  Area  ports.  The  most  optimistic  scenario  under  the  Seaport  Plan  would  result  in 
increased  maritime  activity  at  the  Port,  but  not  to  the  extent  that  maritime  activity  would  once 
again  become  the  dominant  activity  in  every  area  of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront.  For  tiiese 
reasons,  there  is  no  realistic  set  of  assumptions  that  would  lead  to  the  analysis  of  an  "all- 
maritime"  or  "maritime-dominant"  alternative.  Under  Alternative  B,  the  Seaport  Plan  forecasts 
for  maritime  activity  through  the  year  2010,  considered  optimistic  by  many  maritime  experts, 
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would  be  assumed  to  be  achieved;  the  other  two  alternatives  would  be  assumed  to  have  less 
industrial  maritime  activity. 

Only  Alternative  B  would  assume  full  buildout  of  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  project  (in 
accordance  with  the  Mission  Bay  Specific  Plan),  which  is  adjacent  to  the  southern  portion  of  the 
South  Beach/China  Basin  subarea.  The  other  two  alternatives  would  assume  that  a  portion  of 
Mission  Bay  would  be  developed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES  TO  BE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  EIR 

The  Waterfront  Plan  EIR  will  be  a  program  EIR  that  will  be  more  general  in  approach  and 
broader  in  scope  than  an  EIR  for  a  site-specific  project  The  EIR  scope  will  be  comprehensive  so 
as  to  fully  capture,  at  a  program  level  of  detail,  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  adoption 
and  implementation  of  the  Waterfront  Plan.  The  EIR  will  generally  analyze  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  on  a  subarea-by-subarea  basis.  (That  is,  an  overall 
potential  amount  of  future  development  by  land  use  type  wiU  be  analyzed;  with  the  exception  of 
a  few  clearly  site-specific  and/or  major  land  uses,  such  as  a  cruise  terminal,  sports  arena,  or 
container  shipping  terminal,  the  EER  will  not  assume  precise  locations  of  future  uses  within  the 
subarea.)  The  aggregation  of  land  uses  by  subarea  is  expected  to  provide  information  about 
geographic  areas  of  analysis  that  is  considerably  more  useful  than  if  the  entire  waterfront  were 
examined  as  a  whole,  while  recognizing  that  exact  locations  of  specific  future  developments 
cannot  be  predicted,  thus  allowing  for  flexibihty  in  the  ultimate  location  of  future  land  uses. 
Future  development  that  may  be  proposed  pursuant  to  the  Plan  will  undergo  apphcable 
environmental  review  at  such  future  time  to  determine  more  specific  potential  impacts.  Issues  to 
be  analyzed  in  this  EIR  include  the  following: 

Housing,  Employment  and  Population  -  housing  and  job  opportunities,  by  type;  the  jobs- 
housing  relationship  and  implications  for  the  city's  housing  market;  impacts  on  nearby  areas. 

Transportation  -  local  circulation,  parking,  transit  service  and  pedestrian  access;  the  safety  of 
pedestrian  traffic  between  new  waterside  land  uses  and  the  rest  of  the  City;  regional  impacts. 

Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design  -  conceptual  effects  on  the  visual  quality  of  the  waterfront, 
with  special  attention  paid  to  important  and/or  high-intensity  land  uses  that  could  have  the 
greatest  effects  on  urban  design. 

Land  Use  and  Plans  -  description  of  existing  land  uses;  major  changes  in  each  subarea,  tied  to 
the  development  forecasts  produced  in  the  housing,  employment  and  population  analysis; 
compatibility  of  plan  alternatives  with  existing  plans  and  policies;  potential  changes  in  laws  and 
regulations  that  could  be  required  to  implement  aspects  of  the  Waterfront  Plan. 

Cultural  Resources  -  potential  effects  on  subsurface  prehistoric  and  historic  resources  and 
historic  structures,  including  buildings  that  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places. 
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Hazardous  Waste  -  potential  for  contamination  in  the  project  area;  potential  for  project  impacts 
on  public  health  and  safety. 

Biological  Resources  -  impacts  to  marine  life  from  disturbance  of  the  Bay;  impacts  to  the  Pacific 
herring;  impacts  relating  to  dredging  and  dredge  disposal. 

Hydrology  and  Water  Quality  -  direct  impacts  on  San  Francisco  Bay;  indirect  impacts  to  the 
Bay  from  runoff  and  discharges  to  the  City's  sewer/storm  drain  system;  effects  on  local 
groundwater;  construction  impacts. 

Geology,  Seismology  and  Soils  -  geologic  hazards,  including  differential  settlement,  severe 
groundshaking  during  large  earthquakes,  accompanied  locally  by  liquefaction,  lurching,  and 
lateral  spreading. 

Air  Quality  -  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants  from  mobile  and  stationary  sources;  impacts 
from  construction  and  demolition;  conflicts  between  proposed  residential  areas  and  existing  or 
proposed  industrial  emissions  sources. 

Noise  -  Noise/land  use  compatibility  issues  for  existing  and  proposed  sensitive  land  uses; 
impacts  associated  with  construction  and  stationary  equipment;  traffic-related  noise,  particularly 
truck  traffic. 

Public  Services  and  Utilities  -  the  ability  of  service  providers  to  adequately  serve  development 
that  could  occur  under  the  plan. 

Energy  -  energy  consumption  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  significant  impacts. 
PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT 

Because  of  the  complexity  of  the  Waterfront  Plan,  public  input  into  the  selection  of  EIR 
alternatives  is  essential.  The  two  key  questions  that  you  should  consider  when  reviewing  this 
material  are: 

1.  Do  the  EIR  alternatives  represent  a  sufficient  range  of  potential  waterfront  uses  to  permit  the 
Port  Commission  to  approve  a  Waterfront  Plan  that  will  encompass  all  of  the  land  uses 
designated  as  acceptable  on  land  under  Port  jurisdiction? 

2.  Are  the  environmental  issues  identified  for  analysis  in  the  EIR  comprehensive  enough  to 
allow  the  Port  Commission  to  effectively  evaluate  the  potential  physical  environmental 
consequences  of  adoption  of  the  Waterfront  Plan? 
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FOR  MORE  INFORMATION 


For  more  information  on  the  waterfront  planning  process,  including  how  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the 
Draft  Waterfront  Plan,  please  contact: 

Ms.  Kari  Kilstrom 

Waterfront  Plan  Project  Coordinator 

Port  of  San  Francisco 

Ferry  Building,  Suite  3100 

San  Francisco,  C  A  941 11 

(415)  274-0536 

For  more  information  on  the  EIR  process,  please  contact: 
Paul  Deutsch 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 
Office  of  Environmental  Review 
1 660  Mission  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
(415)  558-6383 

The  next  public  hearing  on  the  Waterfront  Plan  will  be  Monday,  December  19,  at  4:00  at  the  Port 
Commission  hearing  in  the  Ferry  Building.  If  you  received  this  notice,  you  will  receive 
notification  when  the  Draft  EIR  is  avaOable.  If  you  did  not  receive  this  notice,  contact  Paul 
Deutsch  to  put  your  name  on  the  EIR  maUing  hst  and  Kari  Kilstrom  to  put  your  name  on  the 
Plan  mailing  hst. 
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